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10 THE INVITATION

be understood in the narrow linguistic sense of a special set of words
which state what reality is, or determine what it should become. This
literary understanding and application of concepts is very much the
subject of modern linguistic analysis, highlighting the relative nature,
on the one hand, and the symbolic significance, on the other, of all
spoken language and written text (see Alston, 1989, and the valuable
feminist critique in Nye, 1990).

From within the Christian tradition itself is a rich, inclusive, global
sense of logos, which dominates the opening verses of John’s Gospel,
and is specifically outlined in the Hebrew Scriptures, where logos

is translated as dabbar, meaning wisdom as a creative, divine en-

exploration of that wisdom which awakens and sustains the creative

) impulse of life. Central to this inquiry is the ability to liste7, to be
open and receptive to the life-giving energy of the divine Jogos. Ac-
cording to Collins (1995, 226), “It is increasingly in the cathedral
of the environment that our contemporaries are rediscovering a way
into the realm of the transcendent; they are discovering the sacred
presence that stands behind the natural world.”

It may sound sophisticated and grandiose, but in fact humans have
been exploring spiritual meaning from time immemorial. When we
examine primitive (so-called) and prehistoric religious behavior, we
find a wealth of custom, ritual, and ceremony, not bestowed by a
formal religion, but invented by the human imagination as a means
to discern, accommodate, and internalize the primitive fascination

erg{. The task of theology, therefore, could be understood as an
Exp

with _mystery.

ong before we humans ever invented the formal study of the-
ology, people did theology. They grappled intuitively and ritually,
sometimes in awe, sometimes in fear, with the encircling mystery of
life. Long before they thought of God as a divine being, they felt
and celebrated a sacred presence which evoked in them feelings of
amazement and trepidation, respect and intrigue, but above all a
reassurance that, despite everything, the ultimate mystery of life is
benign and benevolent. —_—

ver the millefinia — some seventy thousand years — we humans
lived in a spiritual ambience.l We sought and éscovered meaning
in the events and experiences of daily life. We senséd the Frighten-
ing, yet benevolent, power of the divine iq_ghiriiﬂm\:hgf_lw,
in the changing seasofs; i the warmth of sunshine, the light of
the moon, the destruction of storm and thunder. The entire uni-
verse was alive with potential meaning, perceived Tor over thirt thirty
thousand years as a Dlvine‘MMr(fdigious fertility and nur-
—————

—
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turance; fortunately there were no theologians around to accuse us
of pantheism.

Then came the Agricultural Revolution (around 8000 B.c.E.) and
with it the insatiable desire to control the precarious elements of
life, including the religious ones. We began to take over the planet
and claim it as our own, dividing it into segments, later known as
continents and nations. We began to master and control the environ-
ment, and we didn’t know when or where to stop. We even invented

- warfare so that we could conquer and control every alien force.? 2

Prior to this time, quite a different worldview prevailed. De-
spite occasional tendencies toward cannibalism and other macabre
practices, Planet Earth was_revered as the Great Mother Goddess,
birthing forth a prolific variety of life, the sacredness of which domi-
nated all other concerns. Prehistoric cosmology sometimes engenders
a sense of fear and trepidation, as people confront the vast unknown,
but far more prevalent is the feeling of being at home in Planet

were largely unknown and warfare, as a dominant mode of declaring
superiority, is very much an invention of the postagricultural era.

The craving to _dominate took on diabolical proportions. Iribal
and ethnic groups vied for ultimate supremacy, as Planet Earth was
carved into sections and nations. Finally, we humans tried to conquer
and control the Godhead itself, that divine, mysterious force, that

eligiop is one of the great anomalies of our evolution as a human
species. It is the mstrument with which we tried to gain supremacy
qyer the Godhead itself, by anthropocentrizing the divine power and
molding it into a system of duties and expectations of our making. In
the name of religion we have invented a litany of gods, many made
in our own image and likeness, and not a few serving as projections |
of our own distorted will-to-power. Religion is the greatest idolatry
of all time, and in many ways, the most dangefous also. _——
The major religions known to us today came into being in a time
span of about forty-five hundred years (3000 B.c.£.~1500 c.E.). For-
mal religion is a very recent visitor to Planet Earth. It has been
around for about 3 percent of humanity’s spiritual journey, which
began to unfold about seventy thousand years ago.

That religion should have arisen as part of the ethos of the Agri-
cultural Revolution is understandable. One could even argue that it
was appropriate and necessary for that phase of our evolution as

Earth, nurtured and sustained by its egalitari rodigious cre-
ativity. Consequently, rivalries between nations, races, and re igions)

\.I;K
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12 THE INVITATION

a human species. What we cannot escape is that we as a species
have outlived that phase of our evolutionary development and so,
quite appropriately (it seems to me), thousands of people are leaving
religion aside, no longer feeling the need for it. One of the most pre-
carious dilemmas of our time, however, is the vacuum created by the
demise of formal religion.

s,

Theology and Spirituality

Most of us have grown up with a religious legacy. Even those who
have never partaken of a formal practice of their faith carry within
them cultural norms and expectations. Our surrounding culture is
heavily tinged with religious symbol, feeling, and expectation. I don’t
wish to deny that religion has brought benefits to our lives and to
our planet. My concern is that it is, and for some centuries has
been, ow;ershadowing a more fundamental human aspiration, namely,
ity.

The word “spirituality” has several meanings. I use it with a very
basic connotation: the human search for meaning.> All of us, all of
the time, operate out of g sense of being connected to an i or
of meaning. Thompson (1990, 19%%%%&%
nervous system communicates and transmits information in order to

WL{A DNA helix can validly be spoken of as carrying

meaning becaus€ it bears information which is transmitted, received,

—

for it, and imposing it where we feel it doesn’t exist. We cannot
do otherwise; it’s our very essence as human beings. We’re crea-
tures of meaning and the drive toward meaning comes Trom dee
_vyi\t\ E’nf-x.lot just w1th1n ourselvqs, but also, I dare to suggest, frog
deep Within creation itself. In this context, therefore, spirituality is
planetary (and cosmic) as well as personal — which maTyRE'ﬁo'ther
rendition of the feminist claim that the pérsonal is political.
From the beginning of our evolution as a species; ave been
exploring and expressing our spirituality — with both its light and
shadow. Not everythifig in our spiritual unfolding is necessarily
good — but always activated for a perceived good. The_ spiritual
search, tbg&s&:_it\oi:’r_nm, has several mediations and expres-
Sions. We worship several gods, many of which are false, including
some of the most cherished in our formal religions.

and interpreted in terms of protein structures used to build the bod
and enhance the quality of lif
Throughout Tife; umans are exploring meaning, searching \
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Our spiritual identity _is{ i able;/ without it we simply
wouldnt exist. How we enculturate and express it is a separate
question, which I have explored in another book (O’Murchu, 1986).
Religion is one aspect of our spiritual unfolding, but only one. Our
spiritual evolution as a species took place for an esti@f
thousand years without formal religion, and there are many indica-
tions that we are, once more, evolving spiritually into a(nonreligious)
ambience. As a human species we are outgrowing our need for
formal religion,

mortant that we differentiate between spirituality and {

religion. Mﬁg_& to the human condition — also_to
Planerary and cosmic growth; in my estimation, religion is not. Spir-
ituality has an enduring quality, coterminous with human evolution;
religion serves a transitory and temporary purpose.

Theology, therefore, has a great deal more in common with spir-
ituality than with religion. Theology belongs to the primal and

primordial aspirations that underpin the search for meaning, pre-
dating religion by thousands of years. When our ancient ancestors
grappled with the mystery of life, even at the “primitive” stage of

prearticulate speech, they were already doing theology. They were

|

connecting with the divine energy; they were opening their hearts

and minds to divine wisdom.

By adopting theolo§y , and using it —
as happened for much of the Christian era —as a tool to suppress
and oppress others (pagans, infidels, heretics, among a range of other
Iabels), we humans were debasing one of the oldest and most sacred
of the sciences. Since it is also one of the most creative and subver-

sive fields of exploration, it is understandable, if regrettable, that we
sought to curtail its influence.

Contemporary Theology

Formally, theology still belongs to official religion, and in its gen-
eral usage it is almost exclusively a Christian concept. Informally
and unofficially, it is a powerful ferment for thought, reflection,
dialogue, and provocation. It is emerging as one of the most multi-
disciplinary of all the sciences and in recent years has assumed new
political, global, and cultural significance (see Lash, 1986; Hopper,
1987; Liechty, 1990; Krieger, 1991). The new theological agenda is
multifaceted, as can be gleaned from four recent developments which
I outline briefly.

/

/
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20 THE INVITATION

personal context. Each religion is understood to be a cultural,
historical attempt at contextualizing the one divine plan of rev-
elation and salvation. This is not to say that all religions are
equal, or that one religion is as good as another. Rather, it de-
clares that each religion is right for its time, that each offers a
partial and limited view of reality, yet each can genuine y lea
us to God and communicate God’s design for ourselves and for
| the world.

. A§ a new theological paradigm, the multifaith dialogue is only be-
ginning to create an impact, and it seems that it will be quite some
time before the religions will feel free and safe to participate as equal
partners in the dialogue. Meanwhile, the dialogue raises even more
acute concerns beyond the formal agenda of multifaith research:

a. The perception that all religions, even the so-called revealed
ones (Christianity, Judaism, and Islam), are human attempts to
construe and contextualize God’s revelation to humanity.

e ——e

b. The fact that each religion — and religion in general — per-
petuates forms of idolatry which have caused, and continue to
cause, immense pain and suffering in our world.

c. The possibility that the religions, understood in evolutionary
terms, properly belong to the Age of Patriarchy (c. 8000 B.C.E~
2000 c.t.), a.nd may have i@inishe importance for humanity
as we move into a new evolutionary epoch.

d. The fact that although in the past religion was the chief means
through which people explored and articulated their spiritual
desires and their search for meaning in life, today increasing
numbers of people are discovering their spiritual identity in
contexts other than those of formal churches or religions.

As a new paradigm the theology of interreligious dialogue rel-
ativizes the very foundations that theology has always taken for
Md, namely, religion and religious belief. As that basis is progres-
sively eroded — which does not necessarily mean a world engulfed in
atheism and agnosticism — theology will begin to outgrow its nar-
row religious niche in preference for the open arena of the world.
Sote people would consider this to be the end of theology, and,
indeed, multifaith dialogue is only one of a number of recent de-

velopments that pushes theological exploration toward renewed and
enlarged horizons.

WHAT DO WE MEAN BY THEQLOGY? 21

Conclusion

Th ical trends, and a host of others that could be named.®
invite us to engage in a new theological discourse. The spiritual
landscape, rather than the religious tradition, has become the arena
for theological exploration. And the theological excursion may no
longer begin with God and work downward; rather, it will originate
in the human experience of searching and seeking and move outward

to embrace ever wider horizons of life and reality. Like the universc

tself, ou cal _parameters are expanding, not contracting.’
The context in which we do theology is becoming as important as
the science of theology itself (see Bevans, 1992).

To this day the Christian church claims a monopoly over theo-
logical discourse and conscientiously believes that it has a duty to
safeguard the purity and integrity of doctrine. Meanwhile, theolog-
ical exploration — by which I understand the human attempt to
grapple with_divine-human co-creativity in the world — is outstrip-
ping not merely its ecclesiastical context, but even its religious one.
The emerging theological agenda is based on questions from the
world to the world; the earthly and cosmic dimensions can no longer
be ignored or relegated to a secondary role. If the churches and reli-
gions wish to be involved they seem to have little choice other than
dialogue with the world of our time.

Instead of feeling threatened and responding in a negative and de-
fensive fashion, surely the churches and the religions can find here
a moment of liberating grace to allow and enable the world to take
future responsibility for that treasure which the churches and the re-
ligions have reserved to themselves for so long. Are our churches
mmmm&d and big-hearted enough to
cut the proverbial apron-strings and entrust the theological heritagc
to a new parent or, perhaps more appropriately, to its own emergin
maturity? o
~This book sets out to explore another theological horizon: the
mystery and meaning inherent in the quantum theory. This is not
an attempt to make science sacred, godly, or holy; rather, it is an
exploration of the divine co-creativity emanating from one of the
most ingenious scientific discoveries of the twentieth century. Nor is
it a new way of exploring the dialogue between science and religion
(outlined in comprehensive review by Rolston, 1987, and Barbout,
1990). No, it is a great deal more, embarking upon a creative thresh-
old that will push both the scientific imagination and the religious
fascination to new frontiers unknown to previous generations.

——.




32 THE INVITATION

situa_ted elsewhere, my perception — in minute details — would be

cons.xderably different. In other words, innately I perceive in wholes,

not in parts; my brain is tuned to perca‘75-‘7-&']E)'H;Pti—ca'ﬁf.“'—""'>

S cr——— A e e,
Wholistic Consciousness

The work of Karl Pribram (1971) in the 1960s and 1970s con-
firms these discoveries in his holographic model of the human brain.
The brain, functioning as a hologram (described below on pp. 55~
56), interprets bioelectric frequencies, not at individual centers,
but throughout the brain. Informatiop is not localized but spread
t,l”u:nudeﬁ, frequency pattermo& of fine
fibers on the nerve cells. Only such a model could interpret and
“understand out holographi graphic, wholistic universe.

Danah Zohar (1990, 1993), acknowle ging the holographic
model of mind and consciousness, secks to push the quantum vi-
sion even further. She proposes a_guantum, mechanical model of
consciousness to explain how the brain and its neurons can act in
a coherent, unified way. The necessary physical mechanism, which
functions at normal bojy temperature, seems to be similar to the
“pumped system” of electrically charged molecules (dipoles) first
described by Herbert Frohlich (1968). When energy is pumped into
electrically charged molecules, a threshold of excitation is reached
beyond which the molecules begin to vibrate in unison. They do so
increasingly until they pull themselves i ordered form
known as a “Bose-Einstein condensate.” When all membranes vi-
brate sufficiently to pull themselves into the most coherently possible
form of order, we have a Bose-Einstein condensate, with the aid of

which we can distinguish conscious from nonconscious systems: In
Zohar’s own words:

Evidence for coherent states (Bose-Einstein condensates) in bi-
ologu;al tissue is now abundant, and the interpretation of its
meaning lies at the cutting edge of exciting breakthroughs in

our understanding of what distinguishes life from non-life. I
think that the same Bose-Einstein condensate among neurone

constituents is what distinguishes the conscious from the non-
—>= conscious. I think IW f consciousness.
(Zkol;a?,’199o, 67-68). <~

Zoh.ar. works on the assumption that consciousness is a property
of all living systems and, in a quantum context, Becom the basis
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not merely for awareness, but more importantly for relationships, an
innate potential for@ua] cooperation)between all beings and sys-
tems within the one quantum universe. In this model, the dualistic

dichotom between observer and that being observed itself breaks
down; the collapse of the wave function leads only to reductionistic
confusion. Instead, it is suggested that observation gives way to rela-
tionship, a complex mode of interacting, fluctuating between giving
and receiving, until a sense of resonance (see Taylor, 1991; Metz-
ner, 7) emerges, whereby the individual parts (giver and receiver,
observer and observed) lose their dualistic, independent identities, -
but rediscover a_sense of the “quantum self” i the interdependent
relationship of the new whqle, which might be anything from the
marriage of two people to a newly felt bond with the universe jtself.

Living systems are by their very nature neither subjects alone nor
objects isolated, bu subjects and objects in a mutually com-
municating (and defining) universe of meaning. At a deep level, each
[iving being is implicated in every other. Fach suffering, each extinc-
tion, affects usand impoverishes us. Similarly, we partake of thejoy
and creativity of each individual organism. The capacity of organ-
isms to evolve thus depends on their capacity for communication.
This deeper truth has been ignoreEW%—T)ﬁxﬁWh
sees evolution only in terms of competition of the fittest in the battle
for survival. Ultimately, it is not the individual species which evolves
as much as _:Lthﬂg&}:__stems connected interdependently within.a
coherent whole.

Contemporary advocates of the quantum theory, while acknowl
edging the historical significance of the Copenhagen interpretatio::
(which, among other things, claims thatthe observer influences -- -
to the point of determining — the outcome of any experiment .
observation),yno longer adhere to its anthropomorphic impact. We
humans do not and cannot determine the final outcome, except by
a quality of interference and control that is often deleterious rather /
than beneficial to progress and growth.

We himans are not the masters of creation; we are participators. in
a co-creative process that is much greater than us and probably quitc
capable of getting along without us (as happened for almost fifteen
billion years before our species evolved). If we are to influence global
and planetary life, we’ll do it in cooperative interaction rather than in

competitive strife. Our interrelationship with life — at both the micro
and macro levels —is a learning process utual interdependence,
and not that of exploitation, combat, and warfare, a lethal process

which is almost certain to destroy us in thé end.
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34 THE INVITATION

We can now return to some of the key concepts of the quantum
theory and explore their meaning in the light of our new vision.
Cause and Effect

In a quantum universe, all life is understood to operate within the
context of relational interaction. Eve

ing is affected (rather than
causqd) by_gm_&T h?ne Ise.~Tire poet Francis Thompson seems to
have imbibed this view when he wrote: “Thou can’st not stir a flower

without disturbing a star.” At the observational level, my action of
turning on the I'V may be described as cause and effect. The quan-
tum vision invites (and challenges) me to the realization that such an
“effect” is only possible in an electromagnetic universe; my ability
to move my hand in order to push the switch is also affected by the
universal law of gravity. There is a great deal more to switching on
the TV than mere cause and effect. In fact, cause and effect has to
do with the “part” which can be fully understood only within the
wider, global “whole.”

Determinism

Ip a quantum universe,(nothing_ is predictable,) and the idea of
life being in any way determined is abhorrent. Quantum theorists

very much l.ike. the word “probability” (for which Heisenberg’s un-
certainty gnncqgle” is a basic tenet). Surprise, expectancy, wonde

-

creativity, beauty, and elegance are the kind of words that enable the | «—

Quantuif scientist to make sense of reality.
. There is a shadow side to this description which goes something
like this: if the universe is not determined by an external agent (e.g.,
_C_?g_d,. as both Newton and Einstein believed), then we can begin de-
termining and controlling it for our own self-aggrandizement. Let
me empbhasize: this is 70t quantum theory in its purity (if there is
such a quality of theory); this is an aberration of what the original
theopsts conceived. Throughout the 1940s and 1950s it became the
fiommant orientation of the scientific and medical communities, and
it still prevails, although its prevalence is beginning to wane in the
face of recent scientific awareness and the challenge of a growing
wholistic consciousness. _—
abandonifig deteriinism, the proponents of the quantum the-
ory were, inadvertently, advocating a quality of mystical receptivity:

be open to _the unfolding (evolving) nature of life at all levels. Life is
not determined by 5553] external forces; it is affected, for weal or for

=
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woe, by the quality of our respect for its inherent processes and our
willingness to interact with (relate to) all Tife forms in a gentle, non-
exploitive, cooperative manner. Modern ecology, with its acute sense
of planetary homeostasis, is deeply in tune with the original dream
of the quantum physicists.

The Whole Equals the Sum of the Parts

Although quantum theory is widely accepted in scientific circles,
there are very few scientists who understand it fully or who claim
to be able to explain it in a simple and succinct way. I would sub-
mit that quantum theory is complex, but not necessarily complicated.
The human body —a prime example of quantum theory at work —
is highly complex, yet exhibits an amazing sense of order, rhythm,
and purpose.

What makes the human body special is the complex interaction
of so many forces and energies that we do not (and cannot) observe

in everyday life. There is no scientific, sociological, or psychological |

|

means of measuring the intimacy and exhilaration of courtship, the |

eroticism of sexual embrace, the ecstasy of contemplative prayer, the
gripping excitement of sport or achievement, the placid serenity of a
beautiful sunset, or, alternatively, the rending terror of pain and suf-
fering or the mental and physical exhaustion of agony and torture.
In all these situations, and in many others, what is happening in the

whole person can_be_peither analyzed nor understood in terms of

some or all the parts of the human personality.

!

|
/

~ For the quantum theorists, the fact that the whole i%‘.

the sum of the parts underpins all reality. For everything in lifc.
there is more to it than meets the eye. The real essence, and the rcal
meaning, is deep within, which in effect often means both inside an.
outside the object we are observing.

Like many discoveries in the early years of the twentieth cen-
tury, it took some thirty to forty years before the new quantum
awareness seeped through the sturdy barricades of rationalism and
conservatism. Eventually the barricades began to crack and crumble.
It all hit us in the 1960s as “bundles of energy” seemed to be cas-
cading from all quarters. Among the leading discoveries was that

of the quark assemblage, generating a precocious sense of excite-
menﬁmﬁgléﬁt fundamental “building blocks” might ar
last be nailed. But w@ﬂﬂ%ﬁ% and its
quantum significance we’ll review in a later chapter.

In modern physics, the image of the universe as a machine has

i
J




48 THE DANCE

struments such as the drum (see Swimme and Berry, 1992, 44), rasp,
rattle, and harp were used. In prehistoric times, music was consid-
ered to have magical qualities, facilitating communication with the
gods, and capable of driving away evil forces. Music was used to in-
duce altered states of consciousness in an attempt to realize in oneself
and awaken In others (an nature) the God-consciousness which
pervades all life. According to some theorists (€.g., Hayes, 1994),
music is based on notational structures which reflect the fundamen-
tal design of nature itself (e.g., the predominance of combinations of
three, further explored in chapter 7).
ur ancient ancestors seem to have had an intuitive appreciation
of music as a primordial, archetypal form of sound. And that sound
was a creative energy — a vibration resonating through the instru-
mentation of created forms. Thus, the original power of creation is
described in many religions as the power of sound, wma'a%m
and Christianity we refer to as the “Word.” As already indicated, the
Aramaic dabhar does not mean “word” as understood linguistically,
but rather an irresistible creative energy eglodigg into voluptuous
and prodigious creativity (see Fox, 1984, 35-40).

Music, song, incantatiom, mbody this primordial
creative potential which animates the created order. It is IE)TF}T;:‘::
dent, therefore, that contemporary physicists are rediscovering the
@_W to our creative universe. Echoes can be de-
tected in the fascination and controversy engendered by superstring
theory, which postulates that the fundamental egergy that enlivens
everything in the universe may be compared to the vigratmg energy
that occurs when we move the bow over a musical string, the music
being the “voiced” language of the silent energy. Swimme and Berry
(1992) make liberal use of the music metaphor and in a rather inspi-
’rational passage (p. 40) describe humanity’s role as a sounding board
for a_universe that is essentially melodious in nature.

For science and theology alike, I believe we ar??Suching here on
a truth of great depth and originality. The medium of scientific re-
search can no longer be constrained by classical categories nor by
traditional methods of observation and measurement. We can con-
ceive of a universe in which the spheres themselves are dancing, and
from the musical ﬁbraﬁonsTv?;rLeEEanmE?J impse a whole
new sense of what the universal life is about. In the poetic words of
Davidson (1989, 402), we are invited to dance “according to some
higher strings.”

The energy that animates and enlivens all life may well be super-

sonically melodious, and the life force itself may be something more
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akin to an orchestra than to any spiral of subatomic particles. These
considerations enable us to formulate our first principle of quantum
theology:

There is more to our world than what can be perceived by the
buman senses or envisaged by the human imagination. Life is
sustained by a creative energy, fundamentall ‘ in nature ‘,
with a tendency to manifest and express itself in movement, \
rbythm, and pattern. Creation is sustained by a superbuman,

pulsating restlessness, a type of resonance vibrating throughout

time and eternity. /

The God Question

Theologians in general are not likely to quibble with these ideas,
but those of more orthodox leaning will i arting point,
ich is not God, but rather our experience of the world as per-
ceived with the quantum imagination. Even in the ?p/ecﬁc‘mr:m}s ol
quantum mechanics, the universe is fundamentally(mysterious) We <=~
can break down its constituent parts and reassemble them. No prob-

lem there! When t stand how the parts interact and
functiomg‘;f:%then the mystery begins to un-
fold, and we confront questions of ultimate meaning that concern
theological discourse. At the heart of that mystery is the sense of a
superhuman, creative restlessness.

¢ reader will notice that I refrain from using the word “God.”

I do so for a number of reasons:

a. Traditionally, theology began with God and the divine reve-
lation as disclosed through the “deposit of faith” as contained i
sacred writings (the Bible) and their interpretation by lawful (church)
authorities. In that context, only those who believed in God (as de-
scribed by formal religion) could be theologians. Quantum theology .
seeks to dismantle this exclusivity and open up the theological ex- |
ploration to everybody, to all who are prepared to engage with their
lived experience of the universe as a quantum reality."* ‘.

b. In traditional theology, there tends to be an emphasis on the %
God who creates from nothing (ex #ihilo), and is therefore superiar
and external to the created order. Even in an incarnational religion |
like Christianity — with the focus on the God who becomes human |
in the midst of creation —the God “up above” often takes priority'
over the God who is immanent in the world of our experience, \
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